and above that, solid strata to anchor in."  Mr. Woods
confirmed that there were three prior roof falls on the
section, and he stated that they were "just places we didn't
get" (Tr. 66); (Tr. 62-69).

On cross-examination, Mr. Woods stated that the only
place where there was water in the roof was at the 19 + 00 loca-
tion.  However, he confirmed that additional posts were set
at that location, and he agreed with Inspector Morrison's
observations that water was dripping from one of the roof
locations, as well as the existence of cracks and "cutters"
at the other locations noted in his citation.  He also agreed
that the roof was "hanging down" for approximately 10 inches,
but disagreed that it was "sagging in the middle." Although
he stated that he saw no sagging, he indicated that "it would
be hard to say, I imagine it was there.  I don't know" <Tr.
70).  He agreed that the track entry would be the general
travelway that the miners used to go to the working section
(Tr. 73).

Mr. Woods agreed that there were problems with the roof,
but disagreed with Inspector Morrison's conclusion that the
conditions posed a roof fall hazard.  Mr. Woods did not
believe that the conditions constituted a violation of sec-
tion 75.200 (Tr. 70-74).  He conceded that the minimum roof
bolting pattern under the plan was 48 inches between bolts,
but that if conditions warranted, additional steps had to be
taken.  These included closer spacing, longer bolts, or cross
bar trusses.

In response to further questions, Mr. Woods stated as
follows (Tr. 78):

JUDGE KOUTRAS:  What he is driving at is that
if you went in this area, let's assume that
you agreed with the Inspector before he came
there that these cracks and whatnot indicated
to you that the roof was about to fall in,
what would you have done?

THE WITNESS:  Either posted it or used longer
bolts.

JUDGE KOUTRAS:  You would have taken addi-
tional measures, right?

THE WITNESS:  Right.

JUDGE KOUTRAS:  To support the roof?

ads could not state the distance from the roof
